As technologies emerge in education, instructors tend to first look at how the tools such as email, discussion boards, instant messenger, podcasts, etc. can be used to make teaching easier and more efficient; however, these tools offer the possibility of classroom learning. When we are encouraged by teachers and researchers to look at technologies as more than just tools in an effort to recognize their roles in digital literacy practices (Handa; Selfe), we can often find the means for avoiding this trend. Many have created a number of ways to extend the perception that technologies are merely tools, by examining how these tools are talked about, or the discourse used (e.g., Baron; 10hnson-Eilola; Nardi and O'Day; Rouzie; SeIber; Wysocki et al.) . J ohndan Johnson-Eilola refers to changing technologies, like 1M, and how we may sometimes dismiss them as "toys" and unimportant in terms of shifts in culture and history. Not only are our cultural views of CMC framed by our discourse and perceptions of toys, but also by the terminology we assign to these technologies.
When we refer to digital interfaces as "chat" rooms and our actions as chatting online through, for example, 1M, it reinforces "a trivial, depthless leisure that hardly resembles the rich interactions synchronous conferencing can foster" (Rouzie 253) . Some could argue that these technologies were originally created for social communication and, therefore, deserve to have this terminology attached to them; however, doing so implies that technology is static and incapable ofcontributing to additional spaces and purposes within communicative exchange.
In the case of Instant Messenger, we can look at the medium as an opportunity for infonnation to be exchanged, rather than only a tool that produces a particular type of exchange. For example, when 1M is used to facilitate individual writing conferences it can be a means for both instructor and student to collaborate online in real time. At the same time, 1M can be an opportunity to create teachable moments across distance barriers that would ordinarily prevent such moments from occurring outside in-class meetings. Questioning the roles that 1M plays inside and outside the classroom, and being aware of the tenninology we use when discussing those roles, can help us "contextualiz[ e] technology so that we do not see and use composing technologies as neutral tools without effect on what we write, on who reads what we write, or on who we become through writing" (Wysocki et al.) .
Instant Messenger can be more than a tool.
Writing conferences through the use of 1M can be places where a conference turns into composing rather than a discussion about composing. Online communication through 1M gives students and instructors the opportunity to archive their discussions, whereas face-to-face writing conferences make it easy for students and instructors to misinterpret or forget the nature of the discussion when they need to recall it at a later date. While not all instant messaging software automatically archives chat sessions, Trillian keeps a detailed contact history for every user on the 1M buddy list, thus making it easier for students to revisit transcripts of their conferences at any point in the writing process. Also, 1M lends itself to directly teaching students the language ofwriting as they compose through online writing conferences. Instructor and student are unable to look at the student paper simultaneously through 1M, and therefore both depend on using writing tenninology to communicate effectively. These logistical constraints on the medium can then encourage students to explore, through writing, rhetorical strategies.
Myth #2: Computer-Mediated Communication Erases the Power Roles Among its Users
One claim often made about CMC is that it gives users the opportunity to modity their identities, thus erasing the power roles that would nonnally exist in face-to-face exchanges. That is, the identities ofinstructors and students are easily defined in the physical space of the classroom, but when we use 1M we are likely to see student identities that reflect their personal lives outside the classroom. Though it is possible for students to intentionally modity aspects of their identities, due to the social nature of CMC, erasing power roles that are reflective of those identities is difficult In the classroom, CMC is facilitated by the instructor, and students inevitably realize that the perfonnance in these discussions is monitored.
Against our best efforts as instructors, the institutional framework in which we teach prevents us from appearing as anything other than authority figures, regardless of the communication medium. Bill Anderson refers to class discussions in online forums as places where students sometimes feel scrutiny from their instructors who appear to be always evaluative and from their fellow classmates who appear to be more knowledgeable, which affects when and how they post in the environment (119).
The nature of 1M and the role it plays in the classroom is heavily dependent on the instructor's perception of its value for meeting students online. Screen names of students like NDSoccerAsh and delooter863 may suggest identities that are contrary to the identities we see from students face to face, but this is not to say that we cannot see these identities as useful for learning how they influence student literacy practices. One student who may appear to have a withdrawn identity in class may unconsciously signal to the instructor a lack of interest in the subject matter; however, seeing a more engaged identity through the medium of 1M can help the instructor better understand that student's literacy skills.
Bridging the Identity Gap in Classrooms
To negotiate these power roles more effectively online,
Anderson suggests a number of However, the potential for miscommunication between instructor and student through instant messaging is likely to be compensated for when both parties agree on with relatively equal power roles (i.e., it wasn't originally created for student-teacher conversations), adding it to the number of media used to facilitate student-teacher communication requires some adjustments.
While students may be already capable of communicating fluidly with 1M, instructors may struggle with the medium because they have yet to acquire the digital literacy skills needed to communicate effectively.
One aspect of 1M that may be disconcerting to novice users is the amount of time that can elapse between posts.
Experienced users are aware that posts may not occur with the same immediacy as oral conversation because the medium implies that users are multi-tasking during online exchanges. Novice users may not feel comfortable letting time elapse between when a message appears on screen and when they choose to respond. Also, students whose 1M literacy practices are acceptable when communicating with friends may not be aware that those same literacy practices can be perceived adversely by their instructors. friends outside the classroom make him want to look for a more traditional classroom, "one with chairs and desks that we can arrange in a circle and just, you know, talk to each other without distractions ..." (24). Like JohnsonEilola, many of us have felt this sense offrustration while teaching in computer labs. These frustrations should be considered while recognizing that the traditional role of teacher as the "fountain of knowledge" is no longer applicable when we teach students that bring a variety of digitalliteracies to the classroom (Frechette) . Rather than avoiding technologies that may change this traditional role, it is useful to consider ways in which the technologies can help instructors facilitate better classroom practices that are more attuned to students' needs. After all, many of us will agree that time spent policing students' practices is time taken away from our efforts to effectively teach (Fletcher) .
Instant Messenger does not have to be a distraction.
Rather than looking at 1M as a space for distraction we can look at how it can become a valuable space that emphasizes collaboration over evaluation, whereas other online conferencing methods, such as an electronic whiteboard do not. In an electronic whiteboard, as used by Beth L.
Hewett, both instructor and student can make marks on a a digital paper that is viewed in real time by both users. The instructor or student can highlight or mark on the paper and both users can view the updates with minimal delays.
Though tools like electronic whiteboard are useful to the online writing conference, such tools can still resemble the comments that are placed on a paper document, which suggests evaluative feedback. 1M does not project this type of feedback, which makes conferences within this medium appear more collaborative between student and instructor.
The absence of such evaluative cues gives the student the opportunity to take more control over his or her paper.
Implications for Classroom Practices Today and Tomorrow
As instructors develop their digital literacies, they may need to make adjustments by acknowledging that their learning strategies differ considerably from their students,' as a result of growing up with different technologies. When we recognize that our students may resist our teaching strategies when they conflict with students' learning strategies, it can help us understand the resistance we feel because the experienced user is still expecting a response to both questions. When communicating with students who are experienced IM users, it is likely that they will expect their instructors to keep up with mUltiple threads, which is why it is important to discuss varying digital literacy levels as a class. When educators facilitate these discussions they can both learn from and teach students who bring multiple digital literacies to the composition classroom.
As with all new media, 1M in the composition classroom should be heavily examined prior to, during, and after it is incorporated through practice. Recognizing the myths surrounding commonly overlooked media is not only necessary when evaluating their uses, but essential if teachers and researchers intend on keeping abreast ofchanges in technology. The myths that govern popular belief..<; about technology and its effect on literacies are likely to continue; however, through reflection and practice the influences ofsuch myths will dissipate over time. Embracing the challenge to acquire new digital literacy practices provides opportunities for instructors to empathize with students who may feel the same frustration when navigating among multiple academic literacies. Further research in the field of education on 1M and other CMC may continue to reveal alternative strategies for meeting the needs of our students in a digital age.
